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Award from GSFC, the Exception
Achievement Award, the John C. Lind-
say Memorial Award, the Group
Achievement Award, the Rotary Na-
tional Space Achievement Award, the
National Air and Space Museum Tro-
phy, the American Institute of Aero-
nautics and  Astronautics Space
Science Award, an Honorary Doctor of
Science Degree from Swarthmore Col-
lege, and the Rumford Prize from the
American Academy of Arts and
Sciences.

In recent years, Dr. Mather has con-
tinued to publish on the topic of the
COBE FIRAS Spectrum, the Far Infra-
red Absolute Spectrophotometer on the
Cosmic Background Explorer and other
topics, always maintaining his grasp of
current scientific discoveries.

A native of New Jersey, Dr. Mather
grew up on the Rutgers University
Dairy Research Station where his fa-
ther worked as a geneticist. He went on
to graduate from Swarthmore College
with highest honors in Physics. He re-
ceived his doctorate in Physics in 1974
from the University of California at
Berkeley. We in Maryland are cer-
tainly delighted that he has since de-
cided to become a member of the Hy-
attsville community and a prominent
member of the NASA presence in the
state.

Mr. President, Dr. Mather’s election
to the National Academy of Sciences is
a tremendous milestone in this public
servant’s already magnificent career.
As Dr. Mather continues to be a rising
star in the astrophysics community it
is truly an honor to recognize this fine
Marylander for his accomplishments
and I wish him continued success in fu-
ture endeavors.e

———

BALANCED BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1997

e Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I wish
to explain my vote against waiving the
Budget Act on the point of order raised
by Senator ROCKEFELLER Yyesterday
concerning the provisions in S. 947 on
balance billing in the Medicare Pro-
gram.

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 in-
cludes a new Medicare Choice Program,
allowing Medicare beneficiaries for the
first time to choose from a wide range
of options for receiving their Medicare
coverage, including traditional fee-for-
service plans, private fee-for-service
plans, provider sponsored organiza-
tions, medical savings accounts, health
maintenance organizations, and pre-
ferred provider organizations.

Within the context of Medicare
Choice, there is an issue as to whether
current law Medicare balance billing
requirements should apply across the
board. Under the Medicare Program,
balance billing refers to the arrange-
ment in which the Federal Government
pays doctors at a given rate for treat-
ing a patient and doctors can charge up
to a specific percentage above that
amount.

This legislation exempts from bal-
ance billing requirements the new pri-
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vate fee-for-service plans and medical
savings accounts. If the Rockefeller
point of order were sustained and the
exemptions eliminated, doctors would
be less likely to participate in the
Medicare Choice Program’s fee-for-
service or medical savings account op-
tions because balance billing would cap
their charges. As a result, seniors
would have fewer options for medical
care under this new program. I would
note that under this legislation, no
senior citizen would be required to
choose any specific option, and each
person can analyze all of the options to
determine which best suits his or her
individual health care needs. Further,
balance billing will still remain in ef-
fect for the other options under Medi-
care Choice. Accordingly, in order to
maximize choices for Medicare bene-
ficiaries, I supported the motion to
waive the Budget Act to overcome the
Rockefeller point of order.e

————

SUPREME COURT STRIKES DOWN
THE COMMUNICATION DECENCY
ACT

e Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
to applaud today’s U.S. Supreme Court
decision striking down the Commu-
nications Decency Act as an unconsti-
tutional restriction of free speech on
the Internet, affirming the 1996 lower
court decision.

In striking down the provisions of
the CDA, which effectively censors the
speech of adults on the Internet, the
Court stated ‘“We agree with the Dis-
trict Court’s conclusion that the CDA
places an unacceptably heavy burden
on protected speech.” The Court con-
cluded that the CDA ‘‘threatens to
torch a large segment of the Internet
community.”

Mr. President, this decision is a vic-
tory not only for Internet users, it is a
victory for all Americans who hold the
first amendment right to free speech
among their most cherished rights.

The Senator from Vermont [Senator
LEAHY] and I spoke in opposition to the
CDA when it was first brought to the
Senate floor in 1995 during consider-
ation of the Telecommunications Act.
The high court decision pointed out the
many flaws of the CDA that the Sen-
ator from Vermont and I raised before
the legislation was approved. Among
other concerns, we pointed out that in-
decency restrictions which have been
upheld when applied to other media,
were unconstitutional when applied to
the Internet due to its unique nature.
We urged our colleagues to study the
problem and the potential solutions
more carefully before they rushed
headlong to pass what we knew to be
unconstitutional legislation. Ulti-
mately, the CDA passed the Senate in
June 1995 with only 2 hours of debate
and no Congressional hearings. The
lack of congressional consideration of
the CDA’s problems was among the
reasons cited by the Court in its find-
ing that the act violated the first
amendment. In failing to carefully ex-
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amine the problem, the Congress mere-
ly tied the CDA up in Court for over a
year while getting no closer to its goal
of protecting children on the Internet.

Both the Supreme Court, and the
lower court before it, conducted an ex-
haustive review of the nature of the
Internet and of the technologies that
exist to protect children and concluded
that the CDA was an unconstitutional
restriction on the free speech of adults
that was not narrowly tailored to the
goal of protecting kids on the Net.

Specifically, Mr. President, the Su-
preme Court found that:

Other laws restricting speech that
have been upheld by the Supreme
Court are substantially different from
the CDA. Fundamentally, the Court de-
termined that unlike other media that
have been subject to some speech re-
strictions, the Internet receives full
first amendment protection. Addition-
ally, the Court pointed out that re-
strictions previously upheld by the
High Court have been time, place and
manner restrictions, rather than ‘‘con-
tent-based blanket restriction on
speech.” Those differences bring into
question the constitutionality of the
CDA rather than confirming it.

The characteristics of other media
that have some speech restrictions,
such as the scarcity of broadcast spec-
trum and the invasive nature of broad-
cast media, do not apply to the Inter-
net.

The combination of criminal pen-
alties for violations and the vague na-
ture of the ‘‘indecency’ prohibition
will chill speech on the Internet be-
cause speakers will not know which
speech is prohibited and which is ac-
ceptable.

The breadth of the indecency stand-
ard in the CDA is unprecedented.

The CDA attempts to protect chil-
dren by suppressing constitutionally
protected speech of adults. This burden
of speech is constitutionally unaccept-
able because less restrictive means of
achieving the Government’s goal are
available.

Mr. President, the Supreme Court
correctly struck down the Communica-
tions Decency Act. While this decision
precludes enforcement of the act, Con-
gress should act quickly to repeal the
CDA. It is time to conduct a thorough
and thoughtful review of constitutional
methods to protect children on the
Internet from those who would seek to
harm them.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to read today’s Supreme Court decision
striking down the Communications De-
cency Act and work toward more effec-
tive solutions to protect our kids.e

——————

THE BALANCED BUDGET ACT OF
1997

The text of H.R. 2015, as amended by
S. 947, is as follows:

Resolved, That the bill from the House of
Representatives (H.R. 2015) entitled ‘““An Act
to provide for reconciliation pursuant to sec-
tion 104(a) of the concurrent resolution on
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